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Sir: 

REPLY BRIEF PURSUANT TO 37 CF.R. 41.41 

In reply to the **Respon5e to Arguments'* section of the Examiner's 
Answer mailed October 19, 2005, the following additional argumetits are presented. 

Arguments 

In response to Appellant's argument that Shen does not combine a 
feedback signal from the display with a corrected output signal to form a new signal, 
as there is no feedback loop based on actual display light emissions which enables 
compensating for actual changes in the display performance over time, the Examiner 
presents his point of view that Applicant docs not take into consideration column 8, 
lines 64-68 of Shen. Such teaching in Shen, however, is specifically addressed in the 
second paragraph, on page 5 of Appellant's Brief, where it is explained that such 
section relates to the use of CCD comenL'? for initial calibration or rocaltbTation of tho 
pixels of a display device, not with respect to use in a dynamic controller in 
accordance widi the present invention. This initial calibration or recalibratton is a 
conventional procedure employed in display devices to establish uniformity of light 
output between different pixels> and does not relate to the methods for automatic 
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compensation of efficiency loss of pixels over time^ and there is no teaching or 
suggestion in Shen that such actual light emission caHbration measurements should be 
performed as part of the automatic compensation methods otherwise discussed in 
Shen. Thus, the Examiner's continued reference to such section of Shen, without any 
explanation as to how it relates to obviousness of the present claimed invention, 
clearly does not establish a j^rima facie case of nhviousnftSR, 

The Exaininer's reference to Fig. 9 and column 7, lines 47-48 is fiirther 
deficient with respect to establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. Contrary to 
the Examiner's assertions at page lines 2+ of the Answer, e.g.. Fig. 9 does not 
appear show any signal "V(nXl(ii)" from display (93)* Rather, Fig. 9 only appears to 
show a signal V(^(I) which is supplied from mux/DAC 92 to voltage sensing circuitry 
94 and Display 03. The Examiner's reference again to column 8, lines 64-68 to 
support such teaching is^ at best, irrelevant, as such reference relates to display pixel 
calibration as discussed above, rather than automatic pixel compensation to connect for 
subsequent loss in efficiencies. There simply is no teaching in Shen of a dynamic 
controller employing a feedback loop based on actual display light emissions which 
enables compensating for actual changes in the display performance over time. 

The Examiner argues at page 9, second paragraph, of die Answer that 
if there is no combination with a feedback si gnal in Shen as Appellant argues, then 
there would be no need for the equations involving F^, In, and In+l in the calculation 
otep3 of Shen. While it appears that such parameters ore employed to enable 
calculation of the accumulated current that has been passed through the device (see, 
e.g,. Abstract), this argument is in any event again deficient with respect to 
eatablishing a prima £acic cose of obviousness, as rcgardlc33 of how such parameters 
may be employed by Shen, there is no teaching of a dynamic controller employing a 
feedback loop based on actual display light emissions which enables compensating for 
actual changes in the display performance over time. As set forth in Shen, the 
correction methods taught therein rather rely on pre-programmed models of decay 
efficiency (see, e.g., col. 5, lines 48-53, and col. 8, lines 5-8), and continuous 
monitoring of the priory history of each pixel. 

In summary, the Examiner appears to be continuing to misunderstand 
the asserted teachings of both Shen and Salam with respect to the present claimed 
invention. While each asserted reference may include dynamic controller 
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embodiments for correcting output of pixel elements due to degradation (losses of 
efficiency) over time, the only embodtments taught tor such correction relate to 
monitoring of cumulative pixel use in combination with voltage and current 
measurements in relation to expected performance over the lifetime of the pixel 
elements, as opposed to use of a dynamic controller employing fcedbadc based on 
acti.ial pixel light emission performance. Wbf^re acbial pixel light emission 
performance is measured in such references, it is as part of an overall pixel iinitlal 
calibratioa or recalibration step performed to provide uniformity of light emission 
aj^^ftjthe_disrpVAy . The$e are distinct processes, as degradation correction entaiU 
comparison of the performance of the same elements over time, while uniformity 
calibration entails comparison of the performance of different elements at the same 
time. As neither Shen nor Salam teaches measuring actual light emission 
performance over time and employing such measurement in the form of a feedback 
loop for degradation correction, such references cannot establish a prima fecie case of 
obviousness with respect to the present invention. 

For the above reasons, in combination with those set forth in the Brief 
mailed July 26, 2005, Appellants respectfully request that thd Board of Patent Appeals 
and Interferences reverse the rejection by the Examiner and mandate the allowance of 
Claims 1-19. 

Respectfully submitted, 





Andrew J. i^^KJ&son 
Telepbone:(585) 722-9662 Attorney for Appellants 

Facsiraile:(585) 477-1 148 Registration No. 33,564 

If the Examiner is unable to reach tJie Applii»nt{s) Attorney at the telephone number provided, the 
tot.«iTinr>t;r ii* rcqucsU;d to wTOmwniv»le with EaytTxiun KviluK CujTipany Patent Opcr«iion2* at 
(585) 477-4656. 
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